The present research introduces a new mechanism by which emotion can affect evaluation. On the basis of the self-validation hypothesis (R. E. Petty, P. Briñol, & Z. L. , the authors predicted and found that emotion can influence evaluative judgments by affecting the confidence people have in their thoughts to a persuasive message. In each study, participants first read a strong or weak persuasive communication. After listing their thoughts about the message, participants were induced to feel happy or sad. Relative to sad participants, those put in a happy state reported more thought confidence. As a consequence, the effect of argument quality on attitudes was greater for happy than for sad participants. These self-validation effects generalized across different emotion inductions, different persuasion topics, and different measures of thought confidence. In one study, happy and sad conditions each differed from a neutral affect control. Most important, these metacognitive effects of emotion only occurred under high elaboration conditions. In contrast, individuals with relatively low motivation to think showed a main effect of emotion on attitudes, regardless of argument quality.
The impact of experienced emotions on information processing and social judgment has been a central concern in psychology (e.g., Forgas, 2001) . One topic that has received particular attention over the last 20 years is the impact of emotions on persuasion (see Petty, Fabrigar, & Wegener, 2003) . In many of these investigations, as in the current one, emotions have been studied as incidental affect, which derives from a source independent of the persuasive communication. Initial investigations indicated that emotional states had a simple relationship with persuasion whereby the presence of positive states generally led to increased attitude change compared with negative states. However, subsequent findings have suggested that the relationship between emotions and persuasion is more complex, with emotion having multiple effects via multiple processes (e.g., Petty, Schumann, Richman, & Strathman, 1993) .
Multiprocess theories of persuasion such as the elaboration likelihood model (ELM; Petty & Cacioppo, 1986 ) and the heuristic-systematic model (Chaiken, Liberman, & Eagly, 1989) provide a general framework to organize the mechanisms by which incidental emotion impacts persuasion. The ELM, for instance, holds that attitude change occurs through different processes depending on the extent of elaboration the individual engages in regarding the message. After reviewing the roles for emotion that have already been documented in the literature, we propose and test a new role that emotion can serve in persuasion settings.
From past studies, we know that when elaboration is constrained to be low (i.e., low motivation and ability to think), persuasionrelevant variables such as emotion can have an impact on attitudes through relatively low effort peripheral processes (Petty et al., 1993) . A number of specific low effort mechanisms have been proposed to explain the effects of emotion under these restricted elaboration conditions, including classical conditioning (Staats & Staats, 1958) , use of emotion-based heuristics (e.g., "I feel good, so I must like it"; Chaiken, 1987) , and misattribution of one's emotional state (Zillmann, 1978) . In each case, however, the effect of emotion is direct such that positive states lead to more persuasion than do negative ones.
When people are not constrained to either high or low elaboration, emotional states have been shown to impact persuasion by influencing the extent of processing that a persuasive message receives. Most studies have compared happiness with sadness. According to Mackie and Worth (1989) , happiness interferes with cognitive capacity in comparison to a neutral state, resulting in a decrease in elaborative processing. According to the feelings-asinformation viewpoint (e.g., Schwarz, Bless, & Bohner, 1991) , sadness indicates that the current environment is problematic, motivating a high level of effortful processing, whereas happiness indicates that the current environment is safe and therefore a low level of cognitive effort is satisfactory. In a related argument, Tiedens and Linton (2001) suggested that sadness is typically associated with less confidence than happiness, leading to more thinking in an effort to reduce uncertainty. According to the hedonic contingency view (Wegener, Petty, & Smith, 1995) , individuals in a happy mood wish to maintain this state and are thus highly sensitive to the hedonic implications of messages that they encounter. Because of this, they may be motivated to avoid processing information that might threaten their happiness (such as counterattitudinal communications). Thus, there are several accounts related to both motivation and ability to explain the typical finding that when thinking is unconstrained, happiness often leads to decreases in the extent of message processing compared with sadness. The end result of this decreased thinking is that the attitudes of people in a happy state tend to be less affected by the quality of the arguments in a message than people in a sad state. 1 Finally, when elaboration is constrained to be high, the impact of emotion works by different, more cognitively effortful processes. First, one's emotions can be scrutinized as a piece of evidence relevant to the merits of an attitude object (e.g., Martin, 2000) . Second, according to associative network theories of memory, emotions can facilitate the retrieval of emotionally congruent information and inhibit the retrieval of emotionally incongruent information (Blaney, 1986; Bower, 1981; Clark & Isen, 1982 ; but see also Parrot & Sabini, 1990) . Because of this, under high thinking conditions emotions have been shown to bias the thoughts that come to mind about a persuasive message (Petty et al., 1993) and have increased the perceived likelihood of emotionally congruent versus emotionally incongruent consequences (DeSteno, Petty, Rucker, Wegener, & Braverman, 2004; Wegener, Petty, and Klein, 1994) . 2 The purpose of the current investigation is to propose and examine a new role for emotional states under high thinking conditions that has not been considered previously in persuasion research. In particular, we examine whether induced emotions can affect attitudes by instilling confidence or doubt in the thoughts people have in response to a message. The notion that variables can affect attitudes by affecting thought confidence is called the self-validation hypothesis ).
The Self-Validation Hypothesis
The key idea of the self-validation hypothesis is that just as attitude confidence is an important determinant of which attitudes predict behavior (e.g., Fazio & Zanna, 1978) , thought confidence is an important determinant of which thoughts predict attitudes. Considerable research has demonstrated that when people are motivated and able to think about an issue, the profile of thoughts they have in response to a message determines the extent of attitude change. Over the past 30 years, numerous studies have documented that both the number and valence of thoughts in response to a message are important contributors to attitude change (Petty & Wegener, 1998) . The self-validation hypothesis suggests that in addition to number and valence, it is also important to consider thought confidence. According to the self-validation idea, any variable that increases confidence in thoughts is likely to increase reliance on those thoughts in determining attitudes. Increased confidence in positive thoughts should result in more favorable attitudes, whereas increased confidence in negative thoughts should result in less favorable attitudes. On the other hand, any variable that instills doubt in thoughts is likely to decrease reliance on those thoughts in determining attitudes. Thus, increasing doubt in positive thoughts results in less favorable attitudes, whereas increasing doubt in negative thoughts results in more favorable attitudes.
Several studies have provided support for the role of thought confidence in persuasion, thereby providing evidence for the selfvalidation hypothesis (e.g., Briñol & Petty, 2003; Briñol, Petty, & Tormala, 2004; Tormala, Briñol, & Petty, 2006) . In one experiment, for instance, participants were exposed to a message containing strong or weak arguments before completing a typical thought listing task (see Cacioppo & Petty, 1981) . Then, in a purportedly separate task Petty et al. (2002) asked participants to think about situations in which they had felt confidence or doubt in their thinking. Those who generated instances of confidence became more certain of the validity of their thoughts to the persuasive message than those who generated instances of doubt. Furthermore, this confidence led to greater persuasion when the message arguments were strong and to less persuasion when the arguments were weak. This is because confidence led people to rely on the favorable thoughts generated in response to strong arguments and the unfavorable thoughts generated in response to weak arguments. Individuals who were induced to doubt the validity of their thoughts were less reliant on them in forming attitudes even though the number and valence of thoughts was the same as for those induced to feel confidence.
It is important that prior research has suggested that selfvalidation effects are most pronounced under high thinking conditions. For example, in prior research head nodding affected confidence in thoughts when individuals were high but not low in need for cognition (Cacioppo & Petty, 1982) and when the issue was high but not low in personal relevance (Petty & Cacioppo, 1979) . Relatively high elaboration is presumably a requirement for self-validation effects for at least two reasons. First, if people have few thoughts, then thought confidence has little effect. Second, the same variables that would increase thinking (e.g., personal relevance) would also likely increase caring about one's thoughts. If people do not care enough to generate thoughts in the first place, they are hardly likely to care enough to think about the validity of their thoughts (Petty, Briñol, Tormala, & Wegener, 2007) .
The self-validation hypothesis provides a new mechanism by which classic persuasion variables can have an impact on attitudes. That is, in addition to serving as cues or arguments, or affecting the number and valence of thoughts that come to mind (see Petty & Cacioppo, 1986) , variables can also influence the confidence people have in their thoughts and thus whether they rely on their thoughts in forming attitudes. In line with this logic, the present research argues and provides the first evidence for the idea that emotions can influence attitude change by affecting the extent to which people rely on their thoughts. As explained further below, we hypothesized that happiness increases confidence relative to sadness, and thus people in a happy state should be more reliant on their thoughts than people in a sad state. As a consequence, the self-validation notion predicts that happy versus sad states can increase or decrease persuasion depending on the direction of the thoughts generated in response to the message.
Emotion and Confidence
Our key self-validation hypothesis is based on the notion that emotions can be associated with confidence or doubt. This argument is in line with appraisal theories of emotion, which hold that emotions can be differentiated beyond their positive and negative valence and that cognitive concomitants of emotion can have important consequences for subsequent judgments (Smith & Ellsworth, 1985) . Across many studies, researchers have shown that there are critical dimensions in which emotional experiences vary (e.g., Dunn & Schweitzer, 2005; Keltner, Ellsworth, & Edwards, 1993; Lerner & Keltner, 2000) .
Particularly relevant to the present research, studies on appraisal theory have shown that the experience of some emotions is accompanied by feeling certain, having a sense of understanding what is happening in the current situation, and feeling able to predict what will happen next. In contrast, other emotions are characterized by feeling uncertain, not understanding what is happening, and feeling unsure about what will happen next (Ellsworth & Smith, 1988; Roseman, 1984; Scherer, 1984; Smith & Ellsworth, 1985; Tiedens & Linton, 2001 ). Emotions such as happiness, anger, disgust, and contentment are associated with a sense of certainty, whereas the emotions of sadness, hope, surprise, fear, and worry are associated with a sense of uncertainty.
The current work relies on the notion that happiness is associated with increased confidence, whereas sadness or depression is associated with decreased confidence (e.g., Gleicher & Weary, 1991; see Clore, Gasper, & Garvin, 2001 , for a review). Furthermore, happiness relative to sadness has been shown to increase the confidence with which people use a wide variety of information that happens to be accessible at the time, including behavioral scripts (Bless et al., 1996) , expectations (Bodenhausen et al., 1994) , general categories (Isen & Daubman, 1984) , and stereotypes (Wyer, Clore, & Isbell, 1999) . Taken together, these studies suggest that happy versus sad states can influence the confidence with which people hold their available thoughts, regardless of the type or nature of those thoughts.
Applied to persuasion, we begin with the assumption that when a persuasive message is processed under high elaboration conditions (e.g., high personal relevance; Petty & Cacioppo, 1979) , people typically generate issue-relevant thoughts to the message. Second, according to the self-validation framework, confidence stemming from irrelevant sources, such as one's emotional state, can become associated with these thoughts to the message, validating or invalidating the thoughts . This leads to the prediction that if thoughts are favorable to the advocated position, then happiness (as opposed to sadness) will facilitate confidence in those thoughts, leading to more persuasion. On the other hand, if thoughts are unfavorable, then happiness (as opposed to sadness) will facilitate confidence in those negative thoughts, leading to less persuasion. Or stated differently, if happiness is more likely to validate one's thoughts than sadness, then the valence of one's thoughts in response to a message should be a more important determinant of attitudes under conditions of happiness than sadness.
Critically, prior research on self-validation indicates that variables are especially likely to affect thought confidence when they are introduced after information processing has already taken place rather than before it has occurred. That is, for a variable to affect thought confidence (instead of the number or direction of the thoughts), it is best to induce it after information processing when people are most likely to reflect on the thoughts they have generated.
Emotional State, Thought Confidence, and Persuasion As just explained, the self-validation hypothesis applied to emotion and persuasion predicts that people in a happy state should show attitudes that are more influenced by the valence of their thoughts than do people in a sad state. In persuasion research, one way to manipulate the valence of thoughts is to vary the quality of the arguments in a message (Petty, Wells, & Brock, 1976) . Because strong arguments elicit predominantly favorable thoughts and weak arguments elicit primarily unfavorable thoughts, if happiness increases reliance on thoughts more than sadness, this means that happy people should be more influenced by argument quality than sad individuals. It is interesting that in prior research in which happiness versus sadness has been manipulated along with argument quality, the dominant finding in the literature is just the opposite. However, in virtually all of the prior studies manipulating emotional state and argument quality, the manipulation of emotional state has preceded presentation of the persuasive message. As explained earlier, in this order emotions can affect the amount of information processing that takes place. Because happiness tends to decrease processing relative to sadness (especially of counterattitudinal messages), the dominant finding has been that argument quality effects were reduced under happiness.
The self-validation hypothesis, however, applies when emotional states are induced after information processing has taken place. We were only able to locate one published article in which emotional state was manipulated after people had processed a message containing strong or weak arguments. It is interesting that this research by Bless, Mackie, and Schwarz (1992) produced a pattern that was consistent with the self-validation hypothesis, and it stands in stark contrast to the results obtained in the many studies in which emotion has been induced prior to a message.
In Study 1 of Bless et al.'s (1992) research, the order of the emotion induction was directly manipulated along with argument quality. In the order that has dominated the literature (i.e., emotion before message), argument quality impacted attitudes under sadness but not happiness. This was consistent with the idea that happiness reduces message processing. However, when emotional state was induced after the message, the opposite interaction pattern emerged. To explain this pattern, Bless et al. argued that happiness leads to retrieval of just a single evaluation of the arguments, which produces large argument quality effects, because simple structures tend to be more extreme (Judd & Lusk, 1984) . On the other hand, sadness leads to retrieval and careful postmessage processing of the details of the message.
Although Bless et al. (1992) provided a plausible account of their findings, the self-validation hypothesis provides an alternative explanation for the same results. That is, argument quality could have had a larger impact on attitudes when happiness followed message processing because people in a happy state relied more on the thoughts that they generated than did people in a sad state. Although the self-validation hypothesis offers a plausible alternative explanation for the key results of Bless et al., it is also completely speculative. The first study of the present research was designed to provide an explicit test of the self-validation hypothesis for the impact of happiness versus sadness on persuasion.
Overview of the Present Research
The goal of the present research was to further examine the impact of emotion on attitude change when the emotional state follows a persuasion message. In particular, we aimed to distinguish between the self-validation hypothesis and other previously postulated mechanisms of emotion effects on persuasion by testing the following: (a) whether emotion can influence the amount of confidence people have in their own thoughts about a message, (b) whether thought confidence can mediate the persuasive effects of emotion on attitude change, and (c) whether this effect is moderated by elaboration. If emotion does influence the confidence with which people hold their cognitive responses to a persuasive message, we would expect happiness to increase argument quality effects relative to sadness, especially under high thinking conditions. This finding would be important not only because it would extend the self-validation effect to a new and important variableemotion-but also because it would suggest a relatively unexplored role for emotion in the persuasion process and account for anomalous prior research.
We conducted a series of studies to assess the role of selfvalidation processes as an account for emotion effects on persuasion. The logic was similar across the studies. In each study, college students read a persuasive message composed of strong or weak arguments. This manipulation was designed to produce mostly positive or negative thoughts toward the proposal of the message (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986) . After receiving the message, participants were induced into either a happy or a sad state (or neutral affect). Again, we expected emotion to affect thought confidence such that it would be higher with happiness than sadness. Furthermore, across the studies we aimed to show that thought confidence mediates the impact of emotion on attitude change, but only for people who are highly motivated to think about the information in the message. After demonstrating the basic self-validation pattern on attitudes in Experiment 1, we turn to questions of mediation, moderation, and ecological validity in the remaining studies.
Experiment 1
Experiment 1 was designed to provide an initial examination of the role of emotion in persuasion through self-validation processes. All participants received a persuasive message composed of strong or weak arguments and then listed their thoughts about the message. Then, participants' emotional state was manipulated by asking them to remember and write down personal experiences in which they felt happy or sad. Following the emotion induction, participants reported their attitudes toward the proposal of the message. On the basis of the self-validation hypothesis, we predicted that emotion would interact with argument quality to influence persuasion. More specifically, this interaction would indicate that the effect of argument quality on attitudes is greater with happiness than with sadness.
It is important that the present study was also designed to test the specific conditions under which emotion can influence persuasion through self-validation processes. Thus, message focus was also manipulated in this study to parallel the manipulation used by Bless et al. (1992, Study 2) . More concretely, after the thought listing and just before the attitude measures, half of the participants were asked to rate the quality of the arguments contained in the message. The other half of the participants did not receive this question and reported their attitudes immediately after listing their thoughts about the message. The inclusion of this question was designed to assess whether the predicted self-validation pattern required individuals to be artificially focused on the strength of message arguments before reporting attitudes.
Method

Participants and Design
Ninety-two undergraduate psychology students at Ohio State University participated in partial fulfillment of a course requirement. The students were randomly assigned to the argument quality conditions (strong or weak), emotion conditions (happy or sad), and the message focus conditions (argument focus or control), which were manipulated orthogonally.
Procedure
Upon arrival, participants were seated at individual computer stations and were presented with all of the materials on the computer using MediaLab software (Jarvis, 2000) . All participants were told that they were going to participate in two different research projects. Specifically, participants were told that the first project they would help out with was research designed to assess possible changes in Ohio State University's academic policies. All participants were told that Ohio State University was considering the possibility of instituting senior comprehensive exams in students' major areas for next year and that the University's Board of Trustees wanted to gauge students' reactions. We used a topic of high personal relevance for the participants to motivate them to thoughtfully process the information (Petty & Cacioppo, 1979; Petty et al., 2002) . All participants received a message in favor of the comprehensive exams containing strong arguments or weak arguments.
After reading the message, participants were told that because of extra time remaining in the session, they would also be participat-ing in another study about prototypical reactions to certain types of situations. As a part of this second research project, the manipulation of emotion was introduced. Participants received instructions to think and write about either happy or sad personal experiences. Following the emotion induction, participants were asked to think back to the message and write down the thoughts they already had regarding the proposal. Following the thought-listing procedure, we manipulated the message focus by asking (or not asking) participants to rate the strength of the arguments they read (Bless et al., 1992) . Following this manipulation, participants were told that because their personal views on the comprehensive exam topic might have influenced their responses to the earlier questions, it was important for the Board of Trustees to know what their opinions on the topic were. Thus, they completed measures of their attitudes toward the comprehensive exam policy. Finally, participants completed the emotion manipulation checks and several ancillary questions.
Independent Variables
Argument quality. The comprehensive exam message participants received contained either strong or weak arguments. This manipulation was designed to influence the direction (favorable or unfavorable) of the thoughts generated by participants. The arguments selected were adopted from previous research and have been shown many times to produce the appropriate pattern of thoughts (see Petty & Cacioppo, 1986) . The gist of some strong arguments in favor of the exam policy were that students' grades would improve if the exams were adopted and that the average starting salary of graduates would increase. The gist of some weak arguments in favor of the exam policy were that implementing the exams would allow the university to take part in a national trend and that the exams would give students the opportunity to compare their scores with those of students at other universities.
Emotion. Participants were asked to provide a vivid and detailed written report of either two happy or two sad events, ostensibly as part of a research project on prototypical reactions to certain types of situations. Reporting happy events was intended to induce a relatively happy state, whereas focusing on experienced sad events was intended to induce a relatively sad one. Asking people to remember happy and sad episodes has been found to be a highly effective procedure to induce differential emotions in past research (e.g., see Schwarz & Clore, 1983) .
Message focus. After listing their thoughts and before reporting their attitudes, participants were asked (or not) to answer a question originally designed to influence global message representation in work by Bless et al. (1992) . Following that research, half of the participants were asked to think about "the strength of the arguments you saw" and to rate the strength or weakness of the arguments using a 9-point rating scale, in which 9 indicated very strong and 1 very weak. According to Bless et al. (1992) , this question should lead participants to form a global evaluation related only to the strength of the arguments contained in the message. The other half of participants did not receive the induction and served as a default control group.
Dependent Measures
Thoughts. Participants were instructed to list the thoughts that went through their minds as they read the message. Ten boxes were provided to list up to 10 individual thoughts. They were told to write 1 thought per box and not to worry about grammar or spelling (see Cacioppo & Petty, 1981 , for additional details on the thought listing procedure).
Two judges unaware of participants' experimental condition coded the listed thoughts. Message-related thoughts were classified as favorable, unfavorable, or neutral toward the proposal. Thoughts that were irrelevant to the proposal (e.g., "it's hot in here") were excluded. Judges agreed on 93% of the thoughts coded, and disagreements were resolved by discussion. Following much prior research, as an index of the valence of message-related thoughts we subtracted the number of unfavorable thoughts from the number of favorable thoughts and divided the difference by the total number of message-related thoughts (e.g., Cacioppo & Petty, 1981) .
Attitudes. Participants' attitudes toward senior comprehensive exams were assessed using a series of four 9-point (1-9) semantic differential scales (i.e., bad-good, in favor-against, foolish-wise, harmful-beneficial) on which they rated the comprehensive exam policy. Ratings on these items were highly intercorrelated (␣ ϭ .94), so they were averaged to form one overall attitude index.
Emotion. At the end of the experiment, participants completed a manipulation check for the emotion induction. Specifically, participants were asked to report how they felt. Responses to various adjectives including happy, good, sad, down, and annoyed were given on 1-6 point scales, anchored by not at all and very much. Ratings on these items were highly intercorrelated (␣ ϭ .95), so after reverse scoring negative items, they were averaged to form one overall emotion index.
Results
Emotion
We began by submitting the emotion manipulation check index to a 2 ϫ 2 ϫ 2 analysis of variance (ANOVA), with argument quality, emotion, and message focus as the independent variables. This analysis revealed a successful manipulation of emotion. Participants reported feeling significantly better after writing about happy (M ϭ 5.03, SD ϭ 1.20) rather than sad (M ϭ 1.95, SD ϭ 0.78) personal episodes, F(1, 91) ϭ 202.75, p Ͻ .0001. There were no other significant effects (Fs Ͻ 1).
Thoughts
Consistent with our expectations, the 2 ϫ 2 ϫ 2 ANOVA revealed that participants' thoughts were more favorable toward the proposal after receiving the strong version of the message (M ϭ 0.13, SD ϭ 0.77) rather than the weak version of the message (M ϭ Ϫ0.47, SD ϭ 0.77), F(1, 86) ϭ 12.56, p Ͻ .001. There were no other significant effects (all Fs Ͻ 1).
Attitudes
Responses to the attitude scales were scored so that higher values represented more favorable opinions toward the proposal. Consistent with our expectations, the 2 ϫ 2 ϫ 2 ANOVA revealed a main effect for argument quality such that participants' attitudes were more favorable toward the proposal after receiving the strong (M ϭ 6.01, SD ϭ 1.81) rather than the weak (M ϭ 4.46, SD ϭ 1.68) message, F(1, 91) ϭ 17.14, p Ͻ .0001. More critical to our primary concerns, the predicted two-way interaction between argument quality and emotion was significant, F(1, 91) ϭ 4.10, p ϭ .04. As illustrated in Figure 1 (top panel), this interaction revealed that the effect of argument quality on attitudes was greater for happy than for sad participants. That is, for happy participants, those who received the strong message reported significantly more favorable attitudes toward the proposal (M ϭ 6.41, SD ϭ 1.66) than did those who received the weak message (M ϭ 4.16, SD ϭ 1.72), t(46) ϭ 4.59, p Ͻ .0001. Attitudes of sad participants, however, did not differ for the strong (M ϭ 5.55, SD ϭ 1.90) and the weak (M ϭ 4.77, SD ϭ 1.62) message, t(42) ϭ Ϫ1.48, p ϭ .15. It is important that the three-way interaction between argument quality, emotion, and message focus was not significant, F(1, 91) ϭ 0.18, p ϭ .66, revealing that the effects of emotion were not restricted to the condition in which argument quality was made salient prior to reporting attitudes.
Discussion
Although many studies manipulating emotion prior to a message have found larger argument quality effects on attitudes for sad than for happy emotions (see reviews by Petty et al., 2003; Schwarz et al., 1991) , the results of our Study 1 replicated the one published study that manipulated emotion following the presentation of a message. That is, we found a larger argument quality effect for participants in a happy than in a sad emotion. Notably, emotion did not affect the valence of the thoughts that participants reported. In addition, the observed emotion effects on attitudes were not moderated by our manipulation from Bless et al. (1992) of the presumed global mental representation of the message. As predicted, happiness enhanced the effect of thoughts on attitudes regardless of whether or not participants were asked to think about the strength of the arguments. According to our interpretation, this finding suggests that previous research by Bless et al. might not be due to their postulated mechanism but might instead be due to the effect of emotion on confidence. That is, when people felt happy after processing a message they were more likely to rely on the favorable (or unfavorable) thoughts that they generated than when they felt sad following message processing.
Experiment 2
Although the data from Experiment 1 replicated prior research in which emotional state was manipulated after message exposure and provided a data pattern that was consistent with the selfvalidation predictions, it did not show any link between emotion and confidence in one's thoughts. This mediational question was the focus of Experiment 2.
All participants received a persuasive message composed of strong or weak arguments about a proposal (a new identification card) and were asked to list their thoughts about it. Participants' emotion was then manipulated by asking them to remember and write down personal experiences in which they felt happy or sad. Of importance, following this participants reported the confidence that they had in their thoughts. Our hypothesis was that once again, people put in a happy state would be more influenced by argument quality than would those assigned to the sad condition. Furthermore, we expected that this effect would be mediated by changes in thought confidence.
Method Participants and Design
Eighty-nine undergraduates at the Universidad Autónoma de Madrid participated in partial fulfillment of a course requirement. The students were randomly assigned to a 2 (argument quality: strong, weak) ϫ 2 (emotion: happy, sad) between-subjects factorial design.
3 One other study that manipulated emotion prior to a message also found greater argument quality effects for happy than for sad participants. In particular, Wegener et al. (1995) found this interaction pattern when the message was framed as uplifting. When the message was not framed as uplifting, the dominant interaction pattern was obtained (greater argument quality under sad than under happy emotion). According to their hedonic contingency explanation, the argument quality manipulation showed greater impact under happiness, because those in a happy state were more motivated to process the uplifting message to maintain their happiness. The hedonic contingency framework does not offer an explanation for the findings of Bless et al. (1992) or the current study because the messages used were pretested to be counterattitudinal. 4 It is worth noting that a difference between this particular study and previous research is that we asked all participants to list their thoughts prior to the attitude judgment, which might have made the thoughts particularly salient. In subsequent studies, we address this possibly limiting condition by examining the moderating role of elaboration (Study 3) and whether the self-validation pattern holds when thoughts are not made salient (Study 4). 
Procedure
As in the first study, participants were told that they were going to be involved in two different research projects. The first one was described as a part of an investigation into possible changes in their university's policies. They were told that it was important to pay attention to the message because they would be required to give their opinions about those policy changes at the end of the study. As in Study 1, we used a context of high personal relevance for all participants to motivate them to thoughtfully process the information (Petty & Cacioppo, 1979) . All participants were told that their university was considering the possibility of requiring all students to carry personal identification cards. Participants received a strong or weak version of the message in favor of the identification cards and were asked to list their thoughts in response to the message After the thought-listing task, participants were told that because there was extra time remaining in the session, they would be required to participate in another line of research about prototypical reactions to certain types of situations.
5 As a part of this second research project, participants were asked to think and write about personal experiences in which they felt happy or sad. Then, participants were asked to think back to the thoughts they listed about the message and, as a control and memory measure, respond to several questions regarding the confidence they had in those thoughts. Finally, participants were told that because their personal views on the proposal might have influenced their responses to the earlier questions, we wanted to know what their opinions were about the proposal.
Independent Variables
Argument quality. The critical editorial message advocated that all students be required to carry personal identification cards as part of a proposed new university security system. The cards would be required for admittance to classes, the library, and so forth. The topic and messages were pretested in previous research (Briñol & Petty, 2003) . The argument quality manipulation was designed to influence the favorability of participants' thoughts (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986) and was pretested in previous research so that the strong version of the message produced mostly favorable thoughts whereas the weak one produced mostly negative thoughts. The gist of one of the strong arguments in favor of this proposal was that with their new cards, students could check their grades and exam comments securely through the Internet. In contrast, the gist of one of the weak arguments was that some campus guards felt that with the new system in place, they would be able to have twice as much time for lunch.
Emotion. The emotion induction was identical to Study 1. Participants received instructions to think about either happy or sad personal experiences and to write them on a piece of paper.
Dependent Measures
Attitudes. Participants were informed that it was important to assess their attitudes toward the security card proposal because what they thought might have influenced their earlier responses. Participants responded to a series of 11-point semantic differential scales (i.e., negative-positive, beneficial-harmful, agreedisagree, desirable-undesirable) regarding the proposed new security system. Responses to the attitude scales were scored so that higher values represented more favorable opinions of the proposal. Ratings on the different scales were highly intercorrelated (␣ ϭ .94) and were averaged to create a composite measure of attitude toward the issue.
Thoughts. Following the message, participants completed the same thought listing measure included in Study 1. Also as in Study 1, two judges unaware of participants' experimental conditions coded the thoughts as favorable, unfavorable, or neutral toward the message proposal. Judges agreed on 91% of the thoughts coded, and disagreements were resolved by discussion. Only messagerelated thoughts were included in subsequent analyses. An index of favorability of message-related thoughts was formed by subtracting the number of unfavorable message-related thoughts from the number of favorable message-related thoughts and dividing by the total number of message-related thoughts.
Thought confidence. After the emotion induction task and before measuring attitudes toward the proposal, participants were asked to think back to the thoughts they listed about the message and to rate their overall confidence in those thoughts. Confidence was rated on a 7-point semantic differential scale anchored at 1 (not at all confident) and 7 (extremely confident).
Emotion. Following the attitude measures, current feelings were rated on a series of 9-point semantic differential scales anchored with excited-relaxed, sad-happy, bored-interested, depressed-uplifted, and unpleasant-pleasant. A composite measure of emotion was computed by averaging responses to these items (␣ ϭ .79).
Results
All dependent measures were submitted to 2 (emotion: happy, sad) ϫ 2 (argument quality: weak, strong) ANOVAs.
Emotion
The 2 ϫ 2 ANOVA on the emotion index revealed only a significant main effect of the emotion manipulation, F(1, 89) ϭ 10.77, p ϭ .001, such that happy participants reported feeling better (M ϭ 7.13, SD ϭ 1.25) than did sad participants (M ϭ 6.20, SD ϭ 1.27).
Attitude
Results of the 2 ϫ 2 ANOVA on attitudes revealed a significant main effect of argument quality, such that participants who received strong arguments held more favorable attitudes toward the proposal (M ϭ 7.50, SD ϭ 1.65) than did those who received weak arguments (M ϭ 6.38, SD ϭ 1.98), F(1, 89) ϭ 7.69, p ϭ .007. It is more interesting that consistent with the self-validation hypothesis, a significant Argument Quality ϫ Emotion interaction emerged, F(1, 89) ϭ 24.15, p Ͻ .001. As illustrated in Figure 1 (bottom panel), these analyses revealed that the effect of argument quality on attitudes was greater for happy than for sad participants. That is, for happy participants, those who received the strong message reported significantly more favorable attitudes toward the proposal (M ϭ 8.16, SD ϭ 1.49) than did those who received the weak message (M ϭ 5.44, SD ϭ 1.98), t(46) ϭ Ϫ5.38, p Ͻ .001. Attitudes of sad participants, however, did not differ for the strong (M ϭ 6.48, SD ϭ 1.37) and the weak (M ϭ 7.24, SD ϭ 1.57) messages, t(39) ϭ 1.57, p ϭ .12.
Thoughts
As expected, analysis of the thought index only yielded a significant main effect of argument quality, F(1, 88) ϭ 15.12 p Ͻ .001. That is, participants' thoughts were more favorable toward the advocacy after receiving strong arguments (M ϭ 0.25, SD ϭ 0.47) than weak arguments (M ϭ Ϫ0.27, SD ϭ 0.67).
Thought Confidence
As expected, a 2 ϫ 2 ANOVA on this index revealed only a significant main effect of the emotion manipulation, F(1, 89) ϭ 19.49, p Ͻ .0001, such that happy participants reported significantly more confidence in their own thoughts (M ϭ 5.27, SD ϭ 1.00) than did sad participants (M ϭ 4.27, SD ϭ 1.02). No other significant effects emerged ( ps Ͼ .15)
Mediation of the Emotion Effect
In addition to replicating the attitude results from Study 1 and investigating the effect of emotion on thought confidence, we examined whether thought confidence mediated the effect of emotion on attitudes. To address this issue, we used the technique recommended by Baron and Kenny (1986) . Prior to analysis, the attitude data for the weak argument conditions were reversed scored, so that this group would have the same direction of effect as the strong arguments group. Consistent with the self-validation hypothesis, we found evidence of the expected mediation. There was a significant positive effect of emotion on attitudes, ␤ ϭ .46, t(88) ϭ 4.94, p Ͻ .001, and on confidence in thoughts, ␤ ϭ .44, t(88) ϭ 4.65, p Ͻ .001. Moreover, there was a significant positive relationship between confidence in thoughts and attitudes, ␤ ϭ .49, t(88) ϭ 5.29, p Ͻ .001. As illustrated in Figure 2 , when both emotion and confidence in thoughts were included as predictors in the regression equation, confidence in thoughts still predicted attitudes, ␤ ϭ .35, t(88) ϭ 3.58, p ϭ .001, and so did emotion, ␤ ϭ .31, t(88) ϭ 3.11, p Ͻ .01. It is important, however, that the decrease in the direct effect of emotion on attitudes was statistically significant (z ϭ 2.58, p Ͻ .001). In other words, the effect of emotion on attitudes was at least partially mediated by confidence in thoughts.
Discussion
Consistent with the self-validation hypothesis, Study 2 showed that emotion can influence attitude change by affecting thought confidence. First, as intended, argument quality affected the direction of participants' cognitive responses. Second, emotion influenced the confidence with which participants held their thoughts. Most important, in accord with the self-validation hypothesis, the confidence with which participants held their thoughts mediated the effects of emotion on attitudes. To our knowledge, this is the first time that thought confidence has been found to mediate emotion effects on judgment. Specifically, thought confidence induced via happiness led participants to rely on their thoughts more than when they were in a sad state. The end result was that argument quality had a larger effect on attitudes when people were placed in a happy than in a sad emotion following the message.
The self-validation hypothesis predicts that the effects of emotion on persuasion should be most apparent when the likelihood of thinking is high. Because participants in our first two studies were told that their opinions would be assessed after the survey and the issue was relevant to the participants' university (Petty & Cacioppo, 1979) , we assume that overall the likelihood of thinking was high. To provide further support for the self-validation effects of emotion, we would need to compare the reactions of individuals who were engaged in much versus little thinking about the message. Thus, the main goal of Study 3 was to examine whether the self-validation effect of emotion would be more likely to occur when people were actively thinking about the message than when they were not.
Experiment 3
Several changes were introduced in our third study. First, to generalize our results across topics, we used yet another persuasive issue. In addition, because the first two studies used topics that were counterattitudinal, Study 3 used a message containing information that was proattitudinal. By varying the direction of participants' prior attitudes toward the proposal, the present research sought to demonstrate that self-validation effects of emotion do not depend on the nature or the direction of the topic. Second, to generalize our results across manipulations, we used a different emotion induction. In the present study, instead of asking participants to think about personal happy or sad episodes as in our first studies, we used the Velten (1968) procedure. Third, the extent to which participants had confidence in their thoughts was assessed using a different measure. In Study 3, thought confidence was measured individually for each thought rather than as a global assessment of the whole group of thoughts. This change was intended to demonstrate that it does not matter how thought confidence is measured. Fourth, because measuring thought confidence before attitudes (as in Study 2) could increase its accessibility, we measured thought confidence after the attitude report in Study 3. This change was intended to show that the self-validation effects of emotion do not depend on when thought confidence is assessed.
Of most importance, we included a measure of need for cognition (NC; Cacioppo & Petty, 1982) to assess the hypothesis that self-validation effects of emotion are most likely to occur when the extent of thinking is high. NC refers to the tendency to engage in and enjoy effortful thought. Prior research has shown that individuals high in NC tend to form attitudes on the basis of a careful analysis of the quality of the relevant information in a persuasive message, whereas people low in NC tend to be more reliant on simple peripheral cues in the persuasion context (see Cacioppo, Petty, Feinstein, & Jarvis, 1996 , for a review). Also of importance is that high NC has been related to metacognitive processes such that individuals high (vs. low) in NC are more likely to evaluate their own thoughts for validity (Briñol & Petty, 2005) .
In line with the self-validation hypothesis, we expected emotion to influence thought confidence, also replicating our previous study. We expected confidence in one's own thoughts to increase the effects of the direction of thoughts on attitudes. That is, happy participants were expected to show more argument quality effects than sad participants. It is important that we expected NC to moderate these effects with stronger self-validation effects for high than for low NC individuals. For low NC individuals, we expected emotion to be associated with the proposal in a more direct way, producing a cue effect such that more favorable attitudes should be evident for happy than for sad participants regardless of argument quality. A cue effect of emotion for individuals low in NC would replicate prior work (e.g., Petty et al., 1993) , but the self-validation effect for emotion for people high in NC would be a new finding.
Method
Participants and Design
Seventy-nine undergraduates at Ohio State University participated in partial fulfillment of an introductory psychology course requirement. They were randomly assigned to experimental conditions in a 2 (emotion: happy, sad) ϫ 2 (argument quality: strong, weak) between-participants factorial design. Participants also reported their NC.
Procedure
Participants were seated in a room with 10 computer workstations arranged to prevent visual contact among them. All of the information was presented on the computer using MediaLab software (Jarvis, 2000) . The opening screen informed participants that they were going to engage in two different research projects. First, all participants read about a new policy as part of a survey for the state of Ohio. The survey was said to examine students' opinions toward a specific policy change regarding a foster care program. Then, participants received a strong or weak version of a message in favor of the Rhode Island Foster Care Program and were asked to list their thoughts in response to the message. Unlike Studies 1 and 2, the topic selected was low in personal relevance so individual differences in NC would determine the extent of thinking. After the thought-listing task, participants were told that because there was extra time remaining in the session, they would be required to participate in another research project for the School of Arts. Participants were induced to believe that the purpose of this second task was to investigate the skills and abilities required to play the role of someone else as an actor or actress. To assess their dramatic skills, we asked them to imagine themselves delivering statements as if they were acting out a dramatic script. Participants, then, were exposed to a set of happy or sad scripts. After completing the emotion induction, attitudes toward the Rhode Island Program were assessed as a last control and memory measure. Participants were also re-exposed to the thoughts they listed and were asked to rate each one for confidence. Finally, participants answered several ancillary questions and completed the NC scale.
Independent Variables
Argument quality. Participants received a message advocating the implementation of a new foster care program in the state of Ohio. The foster care program was described as a system designed to take care of children who come from broken homes as well as children whose parents are abusive, neglectful, or are unable to provide for them. Participants were randomly assigned to receive a message that contained either strong, cogent arguments or weak, specious ones. The arguments selected were pretested in previous research and were shown to produce the appropriate pattern of cognitive responding (Petty et al., 1993) . That is, the strong arguments elicited mostly favorable thoughts and the weak arguments elicited mostly unfavorable thoughts when people were instructed to think carefully about them.
The gist of a strong argument in favor of the foster program was that brothers and sisters are an additional source of love and support for the social development of the child. The gist of other strong arguments were that the program offered a social worker to ensure that family and child made a good adjustment and that the foster children in the program were required to maintain good grades and good behavior to boost their self-confidence. In contrast, the gist of a weak argument in favor of the foster program was that the program recognizes that children need other children to fight with, and brothers and sisters provide an ideal opportunity for this to occur. The gist of other weak arguments were that the program offered a social worker to ensure the right distance between the family and the child and that the foster children in the program are required to maintain good grades and good behavior to look good to school teachers and others.
Emotion. Emotion inductions were accomplished by having participants complete the Velten technique (Velten, 1968) . Briefly, in this induction procedure, participants receive instructions to feel what either a happy or a sad person would feel when having different thoughts that they were about to read. Participants are asked to read a series of statements designed to progressively induce happiness or sadness. Examples of the statements in the happy induction are "I do feel pretty good today," and "I am pleased that most people are so friendly to me." Examples of the sad statements are "I feel a little low today," and "I have too many bad things in my life. " This technique has been used successfully in a large number of studies to induce happiness and sadness (e.g., Frost & Green, 1982) . The effects produced by this type of induction appear to be due in part to the somatic suggestions that are contained in the items. Although demand characteristics can play a role in the observed effects for this technique, Larsen and Sinnett (1991) found that using a cover story to disguise the intent of the Velten statements reduces these concerns by lessening participants' knowledge of the expectations of the experimenter. For this reason, in the emotion induction portion of the present experiment, participants were led to believe that they were acting out a script designed to assess their dramatic skills as actors.
NC. Participants completed the 18-item version of the NC scale (Cacioppo, Petty, & Kao, 1984) . This scale contains statements such as, "I prefer complex to simple problems," and "Thinking is not my idea of fun" (reversed score). Participants respond to each statement on a 5-point scale anchored at extremely uncharacteristic of me and extremely characteristic of me. Responses to each item were averaged to form a composite NC score (␣ ϭ .91). Scores were not affected by the emotion or the argument quality manipulations (Fs Ͻ 1).
Dependent Measures
Thoughts. Following the message, participants were instructed to list the thoughts that went through their minds as they read the message using the same procedure in our prior studies. Two judges unaware of participants' experimental condition coded thoughts as favorable, unfavorable, or neutral toward the proposal. Thoughts that were irrelevant to the proposal were excluded. Judges agreed on 92% of the thoughts coded, and disagreements were resolved by discussion. As an index of the valence of message-related thoughts, we subtracted the number of unfavorable thoughts from the number of favorable thoughts and divided the difference by the total number of message-related thoughts.
Attitudes. Participants' attitudes toward the foster care program were assessed using a series of 9-point semantic differential scales (i.e., against-in favor, unfavorable-favorable, bad-good, foolish-wise, negative-positive, beneficial-harmful) on which they rated the proposal. Ratings on the different scales were highly intercorrelated (␣ ϭ .88) and were averaged to create a composite measure of attitude toward the issue. Responses to the attitude scales were scored so that higher values represented more favorable opinions toward the foster care program.
Thought confidence. At the end of the experiment, the computer presented each of the thoughts entered back to the participants, and they were asked to rate the amount of confidence they had in the validity of each thought. Specifically, they rated each thought on a 9-point scale anchored at 1 (not at all confident) and 9 (extremely confident). These ratings were highly consistent with each other (␣ ϭ .81) and were averaged to form a single index of overall thought confidence for each participant.
Emotion. Participants rated how happy, content, sad, and down they felt. Responses to these items were given on scales ranging from 1 (not at all) to 6 (extremely). After reverse scoring the sad and down items, these ratings were averaged to form a single overall index of feelings (␣ ϭ .90).
Results
All dependent measures were submitted to a hierarchical regression analysis, with manipulated argument quality and emotion (dummy coded) and NC (continuous variable) as the independent variables. Scores on NC were centered by subtracting the mean from each person's score (Aiken & West, 1991) . Main effects were interpreted in the first step of the regression, the two-way interactions in the second step, and the three-way interaction in the last step (Cohen & Cohen, 1983) .
Emotion
From the regression analyses conducted on this measure, only a significant main effect of the emotion manipulation emerged, ␤ ϭ .85, t(78) ϭ 14.05, p Ͻ .0001. Validating the efficacy of the induction, this effect was that happy participants reported feeling better (M ϭ 4.95, SD ϭ 0.79) than did sad participants (M ϭ 2.29, SD ϭ 0.87).
Thoughts
As intended, participants' thoughts were relatively more favorable toward the proposal after receiving the strong version of the message (M ϭ 0.61, SD ϭ 0.62) rather than the weak version of the message (M ϭ 0.26, SD ϭ 0.81), ␤ ϭ .23, t(74) ϭ 2.06, p ϭ .04. This main effect was qualified by an interaction between argument quality and NC, ␤ ϭ Ϫ.28, t(74) ϭ Ϫ2.50, p ϭ .01. As in most prior research on NC and argument quality, the form of this interaction was such that the impact of argument quality on thought favorability was magnified as NC increased. This effect validates the utility of using NC in this study as a measure of the extent of thinking. No other effects emerged in the analysis.
Attitude
The regression analyses revealed a significant main effect for argument quality, ␤ ϭ .25, t(78) ϭ 2.29, p ϭ .02, indicating that attitudes toward the proposal were more favorable after receiving the strong version of the message (M ϭ 6.67, SD ϭ 1.94) than the weak one (M ϭ 5.94, SD ϭ 1.44).
6 A significant main effect for emotion also emerged, ␤ ϭ .25, t(78) ϭ 2.36, p ϭ .02, showing that participants reported more favorable attitudes toward the proposal when they were in a happy state (M ϭ 6.68, SD ϭ 1.54) than in a sad state (M ϭ 5.91, SD ϭ 1.54). This main effect was qualified by a significant interaction between emotion and NC, ␤ ϭ Ϫ.23, t(78) ϭ Ϫ2.15, p ϭ .03, revealing that as NC increased, emotion had less of a direct effect on attitudes. Of greater interest, the regression analysis revealed a significant interaction between argument quality and emotion, ␤ ϭ .30, t(78) ϭ 2.91, p ϭ .005. As predicted by the self-validation hypothesis, this interaction showed that the effect of argument quality on attitudes was only significant for happy participants ( p Ͻ .0001) but not for sad participants ( p ϭ .44). This replicates the pattern of moderation observed in Studies 1 and 2.
Of greatest interest, the predicted three-way interaction between argument quality, emotion, and NC was also significant, ␤ ϭ .24, t(78) ϭ 2.34, p ϭ .02. To examine the basis of this interaction, we decomposed it using the recentering procedure advocated by Aiken and West (1991) . This procedure revealed that the two-way interaction between argument quality and emotion was restricted 6 It is worth noting that the two-way interaction between argument quality and NC obtained for thoughts was not significant for attitudes because sadness presumably undermined the validity of the thoughts for those high in NC.
to those participants with high NC. As depicted in Figure 3 , among individuals high in NC (analyzed at ϩ1 SD) there was a significant Argument Quality ϫ Emotion interaction, ␤ ϭ .53, t(78) ϭ 3.79, p Ͻ .0001, such that those in the happy emotion condition exhibited a significant argument quality effect, ␤ ϭ .68, t(78) ϭ 3.58, p Ͻ .0001, whereas those in the sad emotion condition did not, ␤ ϭ .18, t(78) ϭ 0.18, p ϭ .19. In contrast, among participants low in NC (analyzed at Ϫ1 SD) there was not a significant Argument Quality ϫ Emotion interaction, ␤ ϭ .03, t(78) ϭ 0.20, p ϭ .84. Participants low in NC only showed a significant main effect of emotion, ␤ ϭ .57, t(78) ϭ 3.72, p Ͻ .001, with more favorable attitudes reported when they were in a happy than in a sad state.
Confidence
The regression procedure described above only revealed a significant main effect for emotion on thought confidence, ␤ ϭ .46, t(78) ϭ 4.41, p Ͻ .0001. As anticipated, the confidence with which participants held their thoughts was higher when they were in a happy emotion (M ϭ 7.53, SD ϭ 1.24) than in a sad emotion (M ϭ 6.03, SD ϭ 1.58).
Mediation of the Emotion Effects
Self-validation theory predicts that confidence in thoughts will mediate the emotion effects on attitudes under high, but not low, elaboration conditions. We followed the technique recommended by Baron and Kenny (1986) and examined the mediating role of thought confidence separately for high and low NCs. High and low NCs were divided using a median split (Mdn ϭ 3.27; range ϭ 1.33-4.72).
For high NCs, we first reverse coded the attitude data for the weak arguments condition because emotion interacted with argument quality to affect attitudes. There was a significant positive effect of the emotion manipulation on attitudes, ␤ ϭ .54, t(36) ϭ 3.81, p ϭ .001, and on thought confidence, ␤ ϭ .57, t(36) ϭ 4.09, p Ͻ .001. Moreover, there was a significant positive relationship between confidence in thoughts and attitudes, ␤ ϭ .58, t(36) ϭ 4.20, p Ͻ .001. It is important that when both emotion and thought confidence were included as predictors in the regression equation, confidence in thoughts still predicted attitudes, ␤ ϭ .41, t(36) ϭ 2.48, p ϭ .02, but the emotion manipulation became marginally significant, ␤ ϭ .31, t(36) ϭ 1.94, p ϭ .06. Using a version of the Sobel test (Sobel, 1982) recommended by Baron and Kenny (1986) , we found that the decrease in the direct effect of emotion on attitudes from the unmediated model to the mediated model was significant (z ϭ 2.12, p Ͻ .05). This finding is consistent with self-validation theory and replicated the mediation pattern observed in Study 2.
For low NCs, we conducted the mediational analysis without reverse coding the attitude data because emotion had a direct effect on attitudes, rather than interacting with argument quality. First, emotion affected both attitudes, ␤ ϭ .43, t(41) ϭ 3.01, p ϭ .004, and confidence in thoughts, ␤ ϭ .37, t(41) ϭ 2.55, p ϭ .01. However, no relationship was found between confidence in thoughts and attitudes, ␤ ϭ .25, t(32) ϭ 1.67, p ϭ .10. Furthermore, when both emotion and confidence in thoughts were entered as predictors in the regression equation, the direct effect of emotion remained significant, ␤ ϭ .36, t(41) ϭ 2.41, p ϭ .02. This finding suggests that for low NCs, emotion had a direct impact on attitudes that was not mediated by thought confidence.
Discussion
Using a new attitude topic, a different emotion induction procedure, and a new measure of thought confidence, Study 3 again demonstrated that emotion can impact attitudes through selfvalidation processes. Emotion affected the confidence with which participants held their thoughts toward the proposal, replicating Study 2. It is important that Study 3 showed that how confidence is measured (i.e., global or individual ratings) did not affect the self-validation effects of emotion. Study 3 also demonstrated that the obtained effects do not depend on when confidence is assessed (i.e., before or after reporting attitudes).
Furthermore, thought confidence induced by emotion influenced persuasion only under high elaboration conditions (i.e., for those high in NC). Under these conditions, thought confidence mediated the effect of emotion on attitude change, replicating Study 2, and provided further evidence for this novel role of emotion in social judgment. Again, under high elaboration conditions, the effect of thought confidence induced by emotion was to produce greater argument quality effects for happy than for sad participants. In contrast, for people low in NC, emotions had a direct effect on attitudes unmediated by confidence in thoughts. That is, for low NC individuals, emotion acted as a simple cue leading to more positive attitudes when happy than when sad, regardless of argument quality. This is consistent with prior research suggesting that low elaboration individuals are more likely to use their emotions as input to an affect heuristic (e.g., Petty et al., 1993) .
Experiment 4
The studies reported so far provided convergent evidence regarding how emotion can influence attitude change by affecting thought confidence. Our final study was designed to address a few remaining questions. First, although Studies 2 and 3 have clearly established a link between emotion and thought confidence across paradigms and procedures, it is less clear from those studies whether the effects on persuasion were due to the impact of happiness, sadness, or both. Because different emotional states can have discrete effects (rather than falling along a continuum), we included a neutral affect condition in Study 3.
Second, it is possible that if emotion had an impact on the attention that people pay to their thoughts, this could provide an alternative mechanism to explain the present findings. There is some evidence that the positive affect induced by happiness can be less attention grabbing than the negative affect induced by sadness (e.g., Pratto & John, 1991) . Assuming that in the current studies, positive affect was less likely to distract participants from their thoughts than negative affect, this could lead participants in a positive mood to make greater use of their thoughts in judging the attitude object.
Although this provides a potential alternative account of our findings, the theory and the majority of evidence on emotion suggest the exact opposite prediction. That is, if anything, positive affect has been argued to be more distracting than negative affect. For example, Mackie and colleagues (e.g., Mackie & Worth, 1989; Stroessner and Mackie, 1992) have argued that happiness consumes more cognitive capacity than sadness, giving happy people reduced cognitive resources to process other stimuli. Also, in an extensive program of research, Isen and colleagues (e.g., Kahn & Isen, 1993; see Isen, 1999a) have shown that positive emotions increase people's preference for variety. Finally, research on emotion and attention has shown that positive emotions are characterized by a global rather than a local focus, suggesting that positive emotions help to broaden the scope of attention, which should lead to more rather than less distraction (e.g., Fredrickson & Branigan, 2004; Gasper & Clore, 2002) . It should also be noted that this alternative does not easily account for the mediational results obtained in Studies 2 and 3. Nevertheless, to provide an additional opportunity for this alternative to manifest itself, we assessed people's reports of attention and distraction in Study 4.
Third, the studies to this point have established that through self-validation processes, emotion can have an impact on attitudes.
It remains an open question whether the impact of emotion on self-validation could extend to other outcomes that are the downstream consequences of attitudes, such as behavioral intentions. If so, this would establish that the current mechanism has greater real-world implications, because previous research has established that behavioral intentions are the best predictors of behavior (e.g., Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975) . Thus, in the present study, we aimed to demonstrate that the self-validation effects of emotion can influence proposal-related behavioral intentions.
This study was similar to Study 1. Participants received a persuasive message in favor of comprehensive exams composed of strong or weak arguments. On the basis of the results from Study 1, we knew that this manipulation should influence the direction of thoughts that people generate toward the proposal. Following the message, participants' emotional state was manipulated by asking them to remember past experiences in which they felt happy or sad. Participants in the neutral affect group were asked to remember what they did 1 week ago. Consistent with the self-validation hypothesis, we expected happy participants to show greater argument quality effects on behavioral intentions than sad participants. In the absence of reasons to the contrary, we expected the neutral condition to fall in between the happy and sad conditions.
Method Participants and Design
Seventy-eight undergraduates at Ohio State University participated in partial fulfillment of an introductory psychology course requirement. They were randomly assigned to experimental conditions in a 2 (argument quality: strong, weak) ϫ 3 (emotion: happy, sad, neutral) between-participants factorial design.
Procedure
The procedure was similar to Study 1. Participants were seated in a room with 10 computer workstations arranged to prevent visual contact between participants. All of the information was presented on computers using MediaLab software. Participants were informed that they were going to engage in two different research projects. First, participants were told that Ohio State University was considering the possibility of instituting senior comprehensive exams in students' major areas for next year. We used a topic of high personal relevance for the participants to motivate them to thoughtfully process the information (Petty & Cacioppo, 1979) . All participants received a message in favor of the comprehensive exams containing strong or weak arguments.
After reading the message, participants were told that because of extra time remaining in the session, they would also be participating in another study about prototypical reactions to certain types of situations. As a part of this second research project, the manipulation of emotion was introduced. Participants received instructions either to think and write about happy or sad personal experiences or to describe the details of what they did 7 days ago (neutral group). Following the emotion induction, as a last control measure, behavioral intentions toward the proposal were assessed. Finally, participants answered several ancillary questions.
Independent Variables
Argument quality. The comprehensive exam message participants received contained either strong or weak arguments. This manipulation was identical to the one used in Study 1.
Emotion. Similar to Study 1, participants were asked to provide a vivid and detailed written report of either two happy or two sad events, ostensibly as part of a research project on prototypical reactions to certain types of situations. In contrast, participants in the neutral affect group were asked to provide a description of what they did on the same day of the previous week (e.g., on the previous Monday if their session was on Monday). Similar tasks have been used in prior research to serve as a neutral condition for comparison purposes (e.g., Tiedens & Linton, 2001, Experiment 4) .
Dependent Measures
Behavioral intentions. After reading the message, participants were told that it was important to assess their reactions toward the proposal. Specifically, participants were told that we were interested in finding people who would be willing to volunteer to help with the exam policy. Two items were used to measure participants' behavioral intentions toward senior comprehensive exams. Participants were asked about how much time they would be willing to devote to making phone calls to students to tell them about the benefits of the exam policy. They responded on scales ranging from 1 (0 minutes) to 9 (80 minutes) in blocks of 10 min. Participants also responded to an item asking how many letters they would be willing to write to students to tell them about the benefits of this policy. Responses were made on another 9-point scale, ranging from 1 (0 letters) to 9 (40 letters). Ratings on these items were intercorrelated (r ϭ .65, p Ͻ .0001), so they were standardized and averaged to form one overall behavioral intention index.
Emotion. Participants completed a manipulation check for the emotion induction. Specifically, participants were asked to report how they felt on a series of scales designed to tap into happiness versus sadness. Responses to the adjectives happy, good, content, pleasant, sad, down, and negative were given on 1-to 6-point scales, anchored by not at all and very much. Ratings on these items were highly intercorrelated (␣ ϭ .91), so after reverse scoring negative items, they were averaged to form one overall emotion index.
Distraction. To assess extent of engagement on the task, we asked participants to rate the extent to which they paid attention or were distracted and alert while thinking about the exam proposal. Distraction was rated on three 9-point semantic differential scales anchored at 1 (not at all) and 9 (extremely), including "attention," "alert," and "distracted" (reverse scored). Responses to these items were intercorrelated (␣ ϭ .69) and were averaged to create a composite measure of attention.
Results
Emotion
The 3 ϫ 2 ANOVA conducted on the emotion manipulation check index revealed a successful manipulation of emotion, F(1, 78) ϭ 66.9, p Ͻ .0001. Participants reported feeling significantly better after writing about happy (M ϭ 4.96, SD ϭ 0.94) rather than neutral (M ϭ 4.28, SD ϭ 0.72) and sad (M ϭ 2.22, SD ϭ 0.68) personal episodes ( p Ͻ .01 and p Ͻ .0001, respectively). Participants also reported feeling significantly better in the neutral than in the sad condition ( p Ͻ .0001). There were no other significant effects (Fs Ͻ 1).
Distraction
The 3 ϫ 2 ANOVA conducted on the distraction index did not reveal any significant effects for emotion, F(1, 78) ϭ 0.06, p ϭ .93, argument quality, F(1, 78) ϭ 0.45, p ϭ .50, or the interaction of the two, F(1, 78) ϭ 0.44, p ϭ .64. No significant effects emerged when each of the items was analyzed separately (Fs Ͻ 1).
Behavioral Intentions
Responses to the behavioral intentions items were scored so that higher values represented more favorable intentions toward the proposal. The 3 ϫ 2 ANOVA revealed that the predicted two-way interaction between argument quality and emotion was significant, F(1, 97) ϭ 5.86, p ϭ .005. To understand this interaction, we conducted a series of 2 ϫ 2 interaction contrasts to compare the happy versus sad, happy versus neutral, and sad versus neutral conditions. As illustrated in Figure 4 , a 2 ϫ 2 interaction contrast of argument quality with happy-sad revealed that the effect of argument quality on behavioral intentions was greater for happy than for sad participants, conceptually replicating our previous studies, F(1, 45) ϭ 5.81, p ϭ .001. Notably, the argument quality effect in the neutral condition fell in between the effects in the happy and sad conditions. Thus, the 2 ϫ 2 interaction contrast of argument quality with happy-neutral showed that the effect of argument quality on intentions tended to be greater for happy than for neutral participants, F(1, 59) ϭ 3.07, p ϭ .08. Finally the 2 ϫ 2 interaction contrast of argument quality with neutral-sad revealed that the typical effect of argument quality on intentions tended to be greater for neutral than for sad participants, F(1, 52) ϭ 3.64, p ϭ .06. Indeed, for the latter group, the argument quality effect tended to be reversed. This pattern would be expected if sadness produced so much doubt that people wanted to do the opposite of their thoughts.
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Discussion
Study 4 provided additional evidence that reveals how emotion can influence evaluative responses by affecting the extent to which people rely on their thoughts. Consistent with the self-validation hypothesis, we found happy participants showed greater argument quality effects than did sad participants, replicating our previous studies. It is important that this study suggested that both happiness and sadness contributed to the self-validation effects, as illustrated by the results of the neutral condition that fell in between the happy and sad conditions. Furthermore, the results of Study 4 showed that positive and negative emotion conditions did not differ in the attention and distraction people reported regarding their own thoughts. Although this is an argument based on a null effect, a similar measure has proven sensitive in other studies that explicitly varied attention (e.g., see . We believe that this finding, in combination with prior literature and the other patterns of the current data, provide little reason to believe that distraction rather than thought confidence is responsible for the obtained findings. Finally, this study demonstrated that the self-validation effects of emotion can influence very concrete behavioral intentions. These findings support the notion that the current results have general, real-world implications.
General Discussion
The present research has demonstrated that a new psychological process can be responsible for the effects of emotion on evaluative judgments. In separate studies using a variety of topics and different measures and manipulations, we found that thoughts in response to persuasive messages had a greater impact on evaluative responses (attitudes and behavioral intentions) when participants were happy rather than sad or neutral. In four studies, we induced happiness or sadness after participants had processed a persuasive message. We found that being happy after message processing increased the effect of argument quality in persuasion compared with being sad or neutral.
This pattern of data in our four studies provided a replication of a rare pattern first observed by Bless et al. (1992) , but notably we postulated a different explanation for the effect. First, the interaction between emotion and argument quality predicted by the selfvalidation hypothesis was not affected by the global mental representation of arguments (Experiment 1). More relevant for the present framework, the confidence with which people held their thoughts to persuasive messages was shown to be influenced by emotion, with happy participants reporting more confidence in their thoughts than sad participants. Furthermore, the thought confidence induced by emotion, and assessed by global (Experiment 2) or individual thought ratings (Experiment 3), had a significant impact on attitudes. The self-validation effects of emotion were shown to be independent of whether confidence was assessed before (Experiment 2) or after (Experiment 3) reporting attitudes. Taken together, the self-validation processes occurred regardless of whether (Experiments 2 and 3) or not (Experiments 1 and 4), when (before or after reporting attitudes), or how (individually or globally) thought confidence was assessed. Thus, the effects of emotion still appear to hold no matter what the specific conditions of measurement of thoughts, thought confidence, and evaluations. It is important that the obtained self-validation effects of affect can influence both attitudes (Experiments 1, 2, and 3) and concrete behavioral intentions (Experiment 4), increasing the potential applicability of the present findings.
Of most importance, we demonstrated for the first time that the effects of emotion on attitude change can be mediated by changes in thought confidence (Experiments 2 and 3). Furthermore, the conditions under which emotion induced thought confidence influences persuasion were also specified, restricting its effects to high elaboration conditions (i.e., high NC individuals; Experiment 3). Under these circumstances, consistent with the self-validation hypothesis, we found that argument quality had a larger impact on attitudes for happy than for sad participants. On the other hand, when thinking was low (i.e., low NC individuals) emotion was just used as a peripheral cue, with participants being more persuaded when they were induced to feel happy rather than sad. Considering both findings together, these results are consistent with the notion of multiple roles for variables as specified by ELM of persuasion (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986; Petty & Wegener, 1998) . That is, the current research reinforces the view that emotion can influence persuasion by several means in different situations or for different people (see also Briñol, Petty, & Rucker, 2006) .
Multiple Roles for Emotion
The current research provides evidence for a new role that emotion can take in affecting evaluative judgments. As noted earlier, prior research has focused on four roles that emotion can assume in influencing attitudes according to the ELM. That is, emotion has been found to do the following: have a direct influence on attitudes when elaboration is constrained to be low, affect the amount of thinking when elaboration is not constrained to be high or low, and serve as an argument or bias the direction of thinking when elaboration is high (see Petty et al., 2003 , for a review).
In addition to replicating the effects of emotion as a cue in the low elaboration conditions of Study 3, the present research has shown that emotional states can also affect the confidence people have in their thoughts when elaboration is high. Notably, our pattern of data suggested that happiness increased confidence in favorable (positive) and unfavorable (negative) thoughts alike, and sadness reduced confidence in both kinds of thoughts. Although the study was based on current conceptualizations of mood congruency effects in memory (e.g., Bower, 1991; Forgas, 1995; Halbertstadt & Niedenthal, 1997; Lerner & Tiedens, 2006) , it might have been possible to predict that happiness would especially increase confidence in positive thoughts and that sadness would increase confidence in negative thoughts. However, this did not appear to be the case. Nevertheless, future work might explore whether there are more specific emotion matching effects on confidence, such as happiness increasing confidence in happy thoughts relative to sad ones (cf., DeSteno, Petty, Wegener, & Rucker, 2000) .
Our findings also suggest that the object and even the meaning of emotional experience can change from one situation and one person to another. For example, it might have been that following the message, everybody was wondering, "How do I feel about this?" When thinking about the issue was low and few relevant thoughts were available, emotion was directly associated with the attitude object, as participants simply reasoned that they were feeling good (or bad) about the message. Accordingly, there was a main effect of emotion on judgment under these conditions. However, for those individuals who generated thoughts (e.g., high NCs) emotion interacted with thought valence to determine judgments. High thinking individuals presumably considered how they felt about their thoughts before expressing attitudes.
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In line with our findings, although early informational approaches to emotion emphasized how the valence of an emotional state informed the individual about whether a situation was relatively safe (Schwarz & Clore, 1983) , a more specific appraisal interpretation of the informative approach (Schwarz, 2002) would suggest that emotions might also indicate whether the situation is certain or uncertain. Our self-validation hypothesis is consistent with the latter view, with the novel addition that emotions can be informative about a person's own thoughts.
Multiple Roles for Confidence
The present research adds to the growing body of research indicating that emotional states can affect confidence. We share with previous work conducted from the appraisal approach (e.g., Keltner et al., 1993; Smith & Ellsworth, 1985) the notion that there are relevant dimensions of emotion other than valence. In line with this argument, we also agree with prior research that confidence is one of those dimensions (e.g., Tiedens & Linton, 2001 ).
What we consider to be the unique aspect of our research is the mechanism by which the confidence associated with affect can influence attitude change. Previous research has demonstrated that confidence can affect persuasion by affecting the amount of thinking during message processing when emotion is varied prior to message exposure. In one study reported by Tiedens and Linton (2001) , for instance, participants were induced to experience emotions characterized by either certainty (contentment, anger) or uncertainty (worry, surprise) prior to a persuasive message that was composed of either strong or weak arguments. Consistent with predictions, certainty emotions led participants to process less, so their attitudes were not sensitive to the argument quality manipulation, whereas there was a significant argument quality effect on attitudes following uncertainty emotions.
Rather than revisit this question, we chose to focus on the more novel issue of how confidence deriving from emotional experience might have an impact when an emotional state followed the persuasive message. Thus, we have demonstrated for the first time that emotion can influence persuasion through self-validation processes, which is a totally different mechanism than that examined in prior work on emotion and persuasion. In our work, the extent of thinking during message processing is held constant, and incidental emotion influences the confidence in thoughts people have already generated. Not only are the underlying psychological processes different in our work and previous research but so too are the consequences (i.e., confidence leading to larger as opposed to smaller argument quality effects), the processing conditions (e.g., high as opposed to unconstrained elaboration conditions), and the timing of the emotion (e.g., after as opposed to before the message). Thus, the current research differs from prior research in terms of the mechanism, outcomes, and moderating conditions. Taken together, it seems likely that confidence, like other variables (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986) , can take on multiple roles in persuasion settings. When confidence is induced prior to message exposure, and elaboration is not constrained to be high or low, confidence (whether stemming from affect or other factors) appears to affect the extent of information processing, with confident people engaging in less thought than people lacking in confidence (Tiedens & Linton, 2001 ). If confidence is induced after extensive message processing, as we tested in the current research, however, it was expected and was found to affect confidence in the thoughts that had already been generated. Indeed, these findings are consistent with current theories of emotion that suggest that emotion can influence one's confidence in the validity of available mental contents (e.g., Clore, Gaspar, & Garvin, 2001 ) and provide individuals with information about the appropriateness of relying on their knowledge (e.g., Bless et al., 1996) .
Contribution to Self-Validation Processes
The findings of the current research provide an important extension to prior work on self-validation processes and social judgment. For example, previous research has found that people's overt behavior (i.e., head nodding; Briñol & Petty, 2003) can influence persuasion by increasing (e.g., nodding) or decreasing (e.g., shaking) the confidence with which people hold their own thoughts in response to a message. The present studies extend this line of research by demonstrating that emotion can also be amenable to a self-validation analysis, further extending the utility of this mechanism of persuasion.
In sum, we have introduced a new psychological process by which emotion can affect evaluation. It is important that although inducing emotion after message processing has proven useful in leaving the number and direction of thoughts unaffected, one might wonder about the extent to which this reflects real-life situations. We suspect that there are many situations in which emotional reactions occur following (rather than preceding) thinking. For example, consider a situation in which, after having discussed a given proposal in a meeting someone makes a funny joke and everybody laughs, or consider a situation in which following the expression of some ideas you relate them to a recent sad event. In these circumstances, mood follows thought generation and, according to the present research, its effects on judgment can be understood in terms of self-validation process. Indeed, there may be many life circumstances in which some thinking takes place only to be followed in short order by a nice meal (happy) or sad song on the radio. The current research suggests that these irrelevant life events could affect the use of one's thoughts.
Most simply we might validate or invalidate the thoughts of others by smiling or frowning following their comments. Consistent with this reasoning, Stepper and Strack (1993) found that when people recalled behaviors of self-assurance when smiling rather than frowning, they felt more self-assured, but when they recalled behaviors of low self-assurance, they felt less self-assured when smiling than when frowning. If smiling enhances confidence in the recalled behaviors compared with frowning, the selfvalidation hypothesis can explain these results.
